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INVESTIGATION OF THE ELVAIR CORP.—PART 2 


This report is a continuation of the investigation of the Elvair Corp., first 
report on which was issued under date of June 20, 1951, and relates to the 
conduct of the Department of the Army following the issuance of the first report. 





In its report of June 20, 1951, following an investigation of the 
Elvair Corp. of Jackson, Miss., this subcommittee recommended that 
two Army employees at Birmingham who had made a positive rec- 
ommendation that Elvair be awarded a $2,916,000 contract be dis- 
charged for malfeasance. To correct a wrong impression which has 
been created by a news release issued by the Department of the Army 
at the time it restored these two employees to duty this supplemental 
report is made. 

The subcommittee in its report recited in detail the sworn testimony 
of these two employees. It was upon the basis of their own testimony 
that the subeommittee’s recommendation was made. 

The subcommittee is advised that swarms of Army personnel, both 
uniformed and civilian, from various branches, have been and are 
still investigating the circumstances surrounding this award. What 
has been discovered has not been disclosed to the subcommittee; but 
the sworn testimony before this subcommittee is not contradicted. 

Following the issuance of the subcommittee’s first report, represent- 
atives of the Army waited upon the subcommittee professing great 
concern and an earnest desire to cooperate and clean up the procure- 
ment system. On Tuesday, July 3, 1951, however, these represent- 
atives announced to the subcommittee that the Army proposed to be 
lenient with these two men because the Army investigation, it was 
claimed, showed that the men had followed ‘ ‘regulations”’ literally 
when they made the recommendation complained of. The subcom- 
mittee was given the impression that the Army assumed responsibility 
for the conduct of these employees; and placed the blame for this 
fiasco upon inadequate regulations and directives to its inspectors. 
It was proposed that the regulations be clarified for the future. 

But the subeommittee was deceived. 

Within 2 hours after this conference a press release was issued at 
the Pentagon, over the vigorous protests of the chairman of this 
subcommittee. This official release stated that these two employees 
“have been cleared and reinstated in their positions.””’ Of what were 
they cleared? What regulations permitted or directed these em- 
ployees to ignore the fact that Elvair Corp. had no plant, no canvas- 
working machinery, no experience, insufficient capital, and yet wind 
up positively recommending that this corporation be given one of the 
largest canvas-working contracts ever issued? 

When advised that the restoration of these two employees, under 
the circumstances, did not reflect the attitude of this subcommittee, 
representatives of the Army gave the pious assurance “that no one 
here’ had authorized the newspaper release. The author was that 
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dubious character, disinterred for this purpose, “the Army spokes- 
man.’ The subcommittee can well understand how, after its report 
on the sworn testimony, the author of this news release would have 
to remain anonymous. 

The subcommittee has reached the conclusion that reverence for 
regulations has such a high priority in Army thinking that subordinate 
employees are strictly enjoined to say nothing, see nothing, and do 
nothing, but literally follow the “regulations.”” But adalaboae or 
not, public employees owe the duty of being alert and conscientious 
in the performance of official duties. Surely the United States which 
meets the Army payroll is entitled to receive the performance of a 
person of average intelligence. ,The sworn testimony is that these 
employees failed to do their full duty. 

Committees of Congress are entitled to know the persons responsible 
for the official acts of the Department. They are entitled to forth- 
rightness and complete candor. ‘The issuance of this news release is 
nothing but a shell game with the ‘Army spokesman” as the elusive 
pea under the shell—now you see it; now you don’t. The purpose 
of the “Army spokesman’”’ is to condone flagrant breaches of public 
trust, and to mislead the public by stating that those involved have 
been ‘‘cleared.’’ They have not. Their sworn testimony still stands. 

The subcommittee is continuing its investigation of this whole 
affair. By directing attention to these two employees, the subcom- 
mittee by no means wants to leave the impression that others are 
not involved. In the present state of the record, which is still under 
study, the subcommittee does not absolve from culpability the authors 
of the report to the Contract Award Board in Detroit whose fanciful 
imagination embellished the report issued from Birmingham. It is 
replete with misstatements and erroneous inferences. The subcom- 
mittee is continuing its investigation of all personnel involved and 
will issue a further report. 

However, the press release of the ‘‘Army spokesman”’ at this junc- 
ture is ill-timed and will do little to encourage Government employees 
to do their full duty in the vast procurement program with which 
they are charged. The Army’s conduct in this matter is a step back- 
ward. It assures a haven of refuge for the shirker and incompetent. 
This subcommittee, under its responsibility to the Congress, emphati- 
cally condemns it. 
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